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Freeman voluntary (as in some religious communes), we would certainly investigate it in a different way.
How much volunteering is there in the United States? Is volunteering sufficiently important to merit more than footnote attention from economists?
To answer these questions, I have estimated the amount of volunteering in the United States from the May 1989 Current Population Survey, which contained a special module on volunteering; and the 1990 version of the biannual Gallup Survey of Charitable Giving and Volunteering, which is the main source of information on individual charitable activity in the country. Tabulations of volunteering from the Gallup Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1991, table 624) show over twice as much time volunteered as do tabulations of volunteering from the CPS, posing a sizeable data problem at the outset.
The Current Population Survey data on volunteering are derived from the following questions:
Lead in: Now we would like to ask a few questions about unpaid volunteer work. This is the work that persons often volunteer to do without being paid at hospitals, churches, civic, political and other organizations.
Last week did do any unpaid volunteer work? Even though
did not do any unpaid volunteer work last week, did do any unpaid volunteer work over the past 12 months? Figure 1 summarizes the CPS data on volunteering for persons aged 16 and over divided into three groups: adults aged 16-64 who are not full-time students, full-time students, and 65+-year-olds. Among the 16-64-year-old adults, 11.5% reported volunteering the previous week; they volunteered for 7.6 hours per week on average over the previous year, giving 0.9 hours of volunteer time per person. The CPS also shows that 13.8% of those who did not volunteer the previous week volunteered at some time in the year, averaging 16.8 weeks of volunteering at 6.4 hours per week. The amount of time the population reports that they volunteered over the year is, moreover, consistent with the amount last weeks' volunteers reported for the past week: hours volunteered per year by those who volunteered last week and those who did not average to 44.8 hours per person, or 0.9 hours per week (= 44.8/52 weeks).
How do these estimates compare to the time spent at work? In the May 1989 CPS 73% of the 16-64-year-old nonstudent population reported working the previous week, averaging 41.3 hours per week. This gives an average of 30.1 hours worked per person. The ratio of volunteer time to work time for 16-64-year-old adults exclusive of full-time students was thus 2.2% (= 0.9/30.1).
The tabulations for students and the elderly in figure 1 show that students volunteer less than other adults and that the elderly volunteer more. The weighted average of hours volunteered by the three groups is 0.9 hours per week. Since full-time students and the elderly work much less than other adults, however, the ratio of volunteer activity to time worked for the total population 16 and over rises to 3.5%. The main reason is that the elderly contribute 19% of volunteer time but just 3% of work time.
The Independent Sector's Gallup Poll data on volunteering are based on the following question: mean not just belonging to a service organization but actually working in some way to help others for no monetary pay. In which, if any, of the areas listed on this card have you done some volunteer work in the past 12 months?
As noted, these data show greater volunteer activity than does the CPS. My tabulations of the Gallup Survey, summarized in figure 2, report a much greater proportion of persons volunteering over the year than in the CPS. In the Gallup Survey 15.5% volunteered last week; 24.1% volunteered last month but not less week (= .845 X 28.5); and 12.6% volunteered last year but not last week or last month (= .845 X .715 X 20.9), for a proportion volunteering last year of 52.2%. But there is one area in which hours volunteered per adult are comparable between the two surveys: in the amount of time volunteered last week. Proportionately more persons report volunteering last week in the Gallup than in the CPS, but they report fewer volunteer hours than people in the CPS.3 As a result, hours volunteered in the population are 0.9 per week in both surveys.
The difference between the surveys thus lies primarily in the proportion of persons reporting that they volunteered last month or last year. The high annual hours volunteered in the Independent Sector's published summaries of the Gallup Survey are obtained by combining these figures with hours volunteered last month, on the possibly erroneous assumption that persons who volunteer over the year give as many hours in a month as do persons who volunteered last month.
What might explain the difference in the proportions volunteering over the year? As the questions about volunteering are similar,4 the most plausible reason for the difference would seem to be the context in which they appear-which sometimes influences survey responses (Schuman and Presser 1981). The Gallup Poll focuses on charitable activity. Its numerous questions about giving and volunteering may have led people to remember more fully their volunteering or to label certain actions attending a Parent-Teacher Association meeting or church activity-as volunteering that they might otherwise have seen in a different light. By contrast, the CPS questionnaire on volunteering supplements a standard labor force survey, which does not highlight charitable activity, and thus might yield lower figures for this reason.
Which set of estimates offers a better guide to the amount of volunteer activity? The responses to questions about last week's volunteering, on which the CPS and Gallup surveys agree, are potentially more accurate than responses to questions about last year's activities. Thus, my best assessment is that volunteering augments work hours by 3% -4% in a week, though the magnitude could be as high as the 7% implied by the Independent Sector's estimates.
In any case, volunteering is a substantial economic activity economywide and critical to the charitable or nonprofit sector that accounted for 7% of U.S. national income in 1990 (Hodgkison et al. 1994, p. 4). Eighty percent of volunteering is in the nonprofit "independent sector," where volunteer time is one-quarter of labor input. Charitable organizations like the Heart Association, Cancer Society, United Cerebral Palsy Association, and Muscular Dystrophy Associated report that they use between 2 and 3 million volunteers, largely for fund-raising activities; the Boy Scouts rely on over a million volunteers; while the Red Cross estimates that it had roughly 1.4 million volunteers per year from the mid-1970s to the early 1980s. Valuing volunteer hours by total compensation of employees in the national income implies that it was worth roughly $116 billion dollars in 1991.5 Without volunteering, the country would need a much larger public sector or would lose considerable charitable, cultural, and educational activities. something more than opportunity costs is needed to explain the volunteer behavior of persons of working age.
Volunteering and Family Charitable Activity
The Gallup Survey contains data on family charitable donations as well as on volunteering. Cross tabulations of whether families donate money to charity and/or also volunteer yield a further empirical pattern that highlights the difficulty of identifying substitution behavior in volunteering. A priori, one might expect that a person would choose to volunteer or to give money to charity, but not to do both. The $500-an-hour economic consultant would work an hour and give part of his fee to charity whereas the $5.00 an hour hashman at Joe's Diner would volunteer but not give cash. The result would be a "trade-off" between volunteering and cash contributions to charity.
But the data in panel A of The tendency for the same people to volunteer and donate money to charity raises the possibility that there are large differences in "tastes" for charity: Mrs. Do-Gooder gives money and time whereas Mrs. Oeconimicus does neither. Alternatively, it may be that there are omitted social factors that are associated with the decision to volunteer/donate money. One possibility is that volunteers have more information about a charity and thus give more than nonvolunteers with the same taste but different information. Another possibility (in line with ensuing analysis in this article) is that friends or relatives may ask someone to give money and also to volunteer to a charitable activity, with the result that tastes aside, that person may do both while someone whose friends/relatives do not ask them neither volunteer nor donate.
The CPS contains information on another aspect of volunteering where one might find substitution-between the volunteer time of one member of the household and that of another member. In this case the "naive" substitution pattern would be for one family member to volunteer while the other works in the market or in the household. An opportunity-costof-time model would predict, moreover, that the household member with the higher wage would volunteer less than the member with lower wages.
To The complementarity between donating money and time and between spousal volunteering has two implications for analysis of volunteer behavior. First, it suggests that labor supply substitution effects may be difficult to find in cross-section data absent some good control for the scale of charitable activity. Second, it shows that something more than substitution responses to wages underlies the differences in volunteering between otherwise similar adults. I pursue the substitution issue in Section II and the "something more" in Section III. 
II. Searching for Supply Behavior in
In (2a), the productivity of volunteer time is the same for all workers. Thus, the model predicts less volunteer activity as the wage or opportunity value of time rises: higher-wage workers should volunteer less. It also predicts substitution of donations for time volunteered as wages rise. In (2b), productivity in volunteering depends on human capital, indexed S150 Freeman by the wage, which can offset the increased opportunity cost of time in the supply decision. For instance, the high-wage movie star's telethon may generate more charitable contributions than she could make in an hour of work, so that volunteering is a more efficient way for her to produce charitable services.
How does (2a) fit the evidence on volunteering? The maximand to (1) and (2a) yields a derived demand for volunteer time that I write for simplicity in linear form:
where b depends on positive income effects and negative substitution effects, and c is the income effect of charitable activity. The additional term v is an individual-specific "taste" variable, positive for persons who, for whatever reason, obtain greater utility from volunteering and negative for those who get less utility from volunteering. Equation (3) is the simplest possible model for identifying substitution behavior in volunteering. In the linear form the substitution effect in response to a change in W is b -cTw. Table 3 presents estimates of variants of equation (3) teering. Volunteering falls with number of household earners, which is consistent with the positive effect of family income: holding family income constant, families with more earners are poorer, and poorer families volunteer less than wealthier families. That persons with children volunteer more than others suggests that some volunteering produces services for children, possibly through a reciprocal altruistic relation. Johnny's mom volunteers to be den mother for the Cub Scouts on the understanding that other scouts' moms will do so in ensuing years. In addition, the probability of volunteering is smaller for those residing in larger cities (measured by INCMSA, for whether or not the person resides in a consolidated metropolitan statistical area). Columns 3 and 4 report results for the smaller sample for which hourly earnings are available. The coefficient on hourly earnings is positive while the coefficient on family income is effectively zero. This is inconsistent with the notion that low-paid persons volunteer more because of substitution effects. By contrast, the estimated coefficients in columns 5-6, which give the relation between demographic and economic factors on In hours volunteered among those who volunteer, suggest that those with high value of time volunteer less than those with low value of time. In columns 5 and 6 family income has a negative effect on hours volunteered (negligible for women); working reduces volunteer hours for both sexes, the number of household earners has no effect on hours volunteered, and whites give fewer hours than nonwhites.10 The contrast between these relations and those in columns 1-2 highlights one important aspect of volunteer behavior that turns up in other data sets as well. While persons with higher earnings capacity are more likely to volunteer than those with lower earnings capacity, the former generally volunteer fewer hours.
The regressions in columns 7 and 8, which use usual hourly earnings as the measure of the value of time do not, however, show any sign of a substitution effect in response to hourly earnings. Among men hourly pay has little relation to hours volunteered, and family income obtains a negative coefficient. Among women hourly pay is negatively related to volunteer hours, but so too is family income. In much the same way that it is difficult to find substitution behavior in labor supply analyses of cross-section data on individuals (due presumably to the heterogeneity of the population), it is difficult to find substitution in volunteer behavior as well. Table 4 presents comparable regressions from the Gallup Survey that tell a basically similar story about volunteering in this data set. The Gallup asks about volunteering last week, last month, and last year. To obtain the " In addition, as in labor supply analyses, there are differences between men and women: marriage decreases male hours volunteered while increasing female hours volunteered. the table) . The Gallup sample is smaller than the CPS sample, so that coefficients are less precisely estimated. In addition, wage and family income measures are given in broad categories; I have taken the mean of the categories.1" One advantage of the Gallup survey is that it asks those without a job how much they could earn per hour if they took a paid job. This enables me to create a new wage variable by combining the "prospective" wage and the reported wage of workers. In regressions with this variable, I include a dummy variable for working.
Columns 1 and 2 of the table record the coefficients and standard errors from the linear probability analysis of whether or not the individual volunteers. As in the CPS, the chance of volunteering is higher for those with more schooling, for whites, and for those with children and is lower for those in larger cities (INCMSA). It is higher for working women (rather than for men, as in table 3). The coefficients in columns 3 and 4 show that the augmented wage variable does no better in identifying substitution behavior in volunteering than the hourly earnings of those who work in the CPS. The positive coefficient on wages is too large to imply a negative substitution effect, even given the estimated positive effect of family income on volunteering.
The regressions for hours volunteered among those who volunteer in columns 7 and 8 give the first sign of substitution behavior: the estimated coefficients on In (hourly earnings) are negative for men and for women. Given that the estimated coefficients on family income are positive, the result is an estimated negative substitution effect of fairly sizeable magnitudes: on the order of -.20 for men and -.30 for women.12
From the regressions in tables 3 and 4, I conclude that conditional on the decision to volunteer, there is some evidence of labor supply responsiveness in hours volunteered. But that evidence is hardly overwhelming. The search continues.
Volunteering and Hours Worked
As an alternative way to uncover substitution between work time and volunteer time, I have examined the relation between the number of hours volunteered and the number of hours worked in the May CPS. There are two reasons for expecting hours volunteered and hours worked to be negatively related: the time-budget constraint, which ought to produce " It is standard for family income to be coded in categories. But the Gallup survey codes wages in dollars only ($5, $6) and is thus also effectively categorical. 12 To get the substitution effect, I subtracted the estimated coefficient on income times the share of the persons' wage income in total income from the coefficient on the wage. volunteer is at most modestly inversely related to hours worked: volunteers who worked less than 20 hours a week volunteered more hours than any other group, but those who worked 60 or more hours also volunteer considerable hours. Among women, there is a different pattern: the proportion volunteering and the hours volunteered of those who volunteer have a rough U-shaped relation to hours worked: those in the lowest and highest hours worked groups report greater volunteering and hours volunteered than those in the middle of the hours-of-work distribution. No simple substitution story fits either the male or female patterns. That many persons who work many hours volunteer so much suggests something distinct about them, be it tastes, ability, energy, and so on. 
III. The Importance of Being Asked
The empirical analysis in table 3-5 shows some substitution behavior in volunteering but also indicates strongly that an explanation of differences in volunteer behavior in individual cross-section data requires something more than the standard demographic, human capital, and earnings variables. Is there any identifiable social factor that might explain why 14 There is a different way to view the value of volunteer time. Assume that someone wants to give $50.00 through volunteer activity. The high-productivity volunteer could do so with fewer hours than the low-productivity volunteer. This offers a possible explanation for why volunteers with higher human capital/wages give fewer hours than those with lower human capital/wages: they can give the same value with less time. If the value of an hour volunteering is simply the multiplicand of that hour and the assessed productivity of that hour, the "right" response to differences in the productivity of time is just the estimated coefficient on VVT in table 5, plus one. Figure 5 summarizes the responses to these questions in terms of a decision tree that highlights the effect of being asked on volunteering. It shows that 44% of the population was asked to volunteer at one time in the previous year and that 89% of those persons volunteered during the year and 34% of them volunteered last week. By contrast, just 29% of the 56% of the population who were not asked to volunteer volunteered during the year, and just 7% of those not asked volunteered last week. These immense differences in the probability of volunteering (a three-toone ratio of probabilities for volunteering over the year and a five-toone ratio for volunteering last week between those asked and those not asked) suggest that the volunteer decision may be fruitfully analyzed in terms of conditional probabilities relating to being asked to volunteer.
Let P, = the probability someone volunteers, Pa = the probability they are asked to volunteer, Pva = the conditional probability of volunteering when asked, and Pva' = the conditional probability of volunteering when not asked. Then, volunteer behavior can be decomposed: Pv = Pva Pa + Pva'(1 Pa). (Pa) . It shows that persons with the characteristics associated with higher value of time-the better educated, the employed, those with higher incomes, and so on-are more likely to be asked to volunteer than others. Column 4 examines the factors that determine whether someone accedes to the request to volunteer (Pva). Here, we might expect persons with high valuation of time to reject requests to volunteer, but in fact the opposite is true: those with greater education, family income, and so on, are more likely to accede to requests for volunteer activity. Finally, column 5 examines the decision to volunteer among those who were not asked to volunteer (Pva). The estimates show that persons who volunteer on their own have characteristics associated with higher productivity of time: higher wages, years of schooling, and so forth.
The strong relation between being asked and volunteering found in column 2 is not unique to this data set. In 1984 Gallup did a similar survey of charitable activity for the Independent Sector (Independent Sector 1986): 44% of respondents said that they volunteered because they were asked-making this the single most important reason given for volunteering. In a Rockefeller Brothers study of charitable contributions, individuals reported that the best way to get them to donate money was to have someone who knows them well or someone at work to ask them (Rockefeller Brothers Fund 1986, p. 22). I have found a similar pattern in a telephone survey of volunteering and charitable donations among Boston residents (Freeman 1993) . And focus groups of British volunteers have come to the same conclusion: that people volunteer primarily because they are asked (Thomas and Finch 1990). In sum, the importance of being asked seems empirically unassailable. How ought we to interpret it? Interpretation The observed tendency for people to volunteer when asked does not mean that if the entire population was asked to volunteer, nearly all would do so, nor that if no one was asked to volunteer, only the small proportion who volunteer without being asked would do so. Column 3 of table 6 shows differences in measurable characteristics between those asked and those not asked to volunteer. Unmeasured characteristics, such as a reputation for responding/not responding to efforts to solve community problems, presumably contribute to who gets asked to volunteer. You would not ask Mrs. Oeconomicus if she goes around saying it is stupid to help others, all that counts is number one, and so on. And Mrs. Do-Gooder might find a cause to which she would volunteer, even if you do not ask her to help the local homeless shelter. At the same time, I doubt that the huge difference in volunteering rates between those asked and not asked is due solely to selectivity; everything we know about free riding argues that at least some of the observed relation is likely to reflect real behavior."5 Assuming that this is the case, the important 1 The experiment to test that being asked has a real effect on volunteering would be to randomly ask a set of people and then to observe their volunteer question is why people say "yes" when asked to undertake charitable activity. Why not say, "I gave at the office" or "I'm busy" or tell the person to bug off, as you might to some telephone sales pitch about the vacation house you won in Florida.
I hypothesize that two factors underlie the response of individuals to requests to volunteer. The first factor-a precondition for asking to affect behavior-is that people value the particular charitable activity. They will accede to requests to volunteer (or give money) only for some causes: you give for the homeless but not to Senator Bubblehead's political drive. In a survey of Boston residents in 1989, I found that people differentiated finely on the basis of the content of activity in deciding whether or not to accede to a request to give to charity or volunteer (Freeman 1993 ). I will call a public good for which people are willing to contribute time or money when asked a conscience good, for obvious reasons. People have a latent demand for such a good, which a request brings to the fore, even if they would prefer to free ride on the provision of that good.
The second factor is that the request carries some "social pressure" with it: you are more likely to accede to personal requests than to telephone or written requests; to requests from employers, colleagues, and the like, than to requests from strangers. The Gallup survey asked people who said they learned about a volunteer activity through a request to identify the person who had asked them to volunteer. The two most cited responses (the question allowed multiple responses) were friends (53% said they had been asked by friends to volunteer) and family (24% said they had been asked by their family). If your college class wants a charitable donation, they do better to ask someone who knows you to make the call than a stranger. When a colleague asks you to give to the Bosnian Food Bank, you feel more obligated to write a check than if a stranger comes to your door. The tendency for people in larger communities to reject requests to volunteer is consistent with this notion.
In a related vein, I would expect individuals to be more likely to volunteer to activities that benefit them or their family, along the lines of "reciprocal altruistic" explanations of altruistic behavior. If Johnny's mom is not involved in the Cub Scouts when all the other moms are, she and Johnny may find that they are excluded from other activities. The Gallup Survey contains some support for this notion: nearly one-third (31 %) of volunteers reported that they first became involved in volunteer activity when a family member or friend was involved or would benefit from it, and 38% reported that they volunteered because a family member or friend benefited or because they had benefited in the past. However, the survey does not ask nonvolunteers if their friends or family members behavior over time. It is a difficult experiment to perform, however, because many groups and charities are in the market asking for volunteers. Volunteer Labor S165 benefit from an activity, so there is no comparison group to judge if having friends/family benefit induces volunteering. For this, I turn to a 1984 United Way survey which asked volunteers and nonvolunteers if they or their families used a particular charitable service. The survey found that 23% of volunteers to a service used it, whereas just 9% of nonvolunteers used the service (O'Connor 1985, p. 202) . This does not test reciprocal altruism (the survey did not ask what might happen if people did not volunteer), but it does show a role for private demandside benefits in volunteering.
IV. Conclusion
This article has shown that volunteering is a substantial input into the American economy and that persons with considerable human capital/ opportunity cost of time volunteer more than others. It has uncovered some evidence for labor supply substitution effects in hours volunteered relative to charitable donations and in the perceived marginal product of volunteering relative to the opportunity cost of time. It has shown that a charitable production function that makes the value of a volunteer-hour depend on human capital in the spirit of Ben-Porath's 1967 article on the production of human capital is more consistent with cross-section evidence on volunteering than an analysis that treats all volunteer hours the same. But the main message is that volunteer behavior depends more on the factors embodied in Ben-Porath's "F-Connection" than on substitution vis-a-vis labor supply considerations. People volunteer when asked to do so for charitable causes. I introduced the concept of a "conscience good" to account for the tendency of people to volunteer (or give money) when someone requests that they do so. This suggests that further illumination of volunteer behavior requires analysis of the demand side of the market-the forces that lead some charities to seek to use volunteers and that lead some people to ask their friends, relatives, or co-workers to volunteer.
